2.2 Compliance Status

D. G. Black

This section summarizes the activities conducted to ensure
that the Hanford Siteisin compliance with federal environ-
mental protection statutes and related state and loca envi-
ronmental protection regulations. Also discussed isthe
status of compliance with these requirements. Environ-
mental permits required under the environmental protec-
tion regulations are discussed under the applicable statute.

Hanford Federal Facility
Agreement and Consent
Order, 1996 Performance

The Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent
Order (Tri-Party Agreement; Ecology et a. 1989) was
signed on May 15, 1989 by the DOE, the EPA, and the
Washington State Department of Ecology. The Tri-Party
Agreement is alegally enforceable document that estab-
lishes a schedule and framework for the cleanup of the
Hanford Site. Specifically, the Tri-Party Agreement com-
mits the DOE to achieve compliance with the Compre-
hensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act remedial action provisions and with the
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act treatment, stor-
age, and disposal unit regulations and corrective action
provisionsincluding the state' s implementing regulations.

In 1996, there were 64 specific cleanup commitments
scheduled for completion under the terms of the Tri-Party
Agreement. All 64 commitments were completed on or
before their required due dates.

From 1989 through 1996, a total of 512 enforceable
Tri-Party Agreement milestones and 223 unenforceable
target dates had been completed on or ahead of schedule.
Two enforceable milestones were missed and five were
completed later than scheduled.

Highlights of the work accomplished in 1996 under the
terms of the Tri-Party Agreement are listed in Section 2.3,
“ Accomplishments and Issues.”

Environmental Management
Systems Development

On October 1, 1996, Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc., the new
site management and integration contractor, signed alet-
ter of commitment to support the DOE Richland Opera-
tions Office request that it develop an environmental
management system at the Hanford Site. Thissystemis
to be consistent with the principles of the International
Organization of Standards (1SO) 14000-series of stan-
dards (Cascio 1996).

An environmental management system provides a system-
atic approach by organizations to develop an environ-
mental policy and to fulfill commitments made in the
policy. Through planning, implementation, checking,
management review, and continuous improvement, organ-
izations become more efficient in managing their envi-
ronmental activities.

The 1SO 14001 standard (American Society for Testing
and Materials 1996) is one of several toolsavailablein
the series for specific guidance on development of an
environmental management system and shares common
management system principles with the | SO 9000-series
of quality system standards (Peach 1997). The difference
isthat 1SO 9000 addresses quality and customer needs,
whereas | SO 14000 addresses the needs of a broad range
of interested parties for environmental protection.
Another tool similar to the SO 14000-series being
pursued by the Hanford Site includes the interagency
voluntary protection program.

Because the Hanford Site has been closely regulated by
environmental agencies and the DOE, many environmen-
tal management system elements arein place. It may be
possible to develop an 1SO 14001-consistent environmen-
tal management system by adapting the existing manage-
ment system elements. To eva uate management system
elements that exist under the Fluor Daniel Hanford, Inc.
umbrella against the 1SO 14001 standard, a gap analysis
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was conducted by Hanford contractorsin late 1996, and
a heeds assessment report was generated for Fluor Daniel
Hanford, Inc. and its major subcontractors. The informa-
tion collected for the gap analysis and needs assessment
is being combined with a schedule for usein developing
an environmental management system implementation
plan for the Hanford Site. Thefina plan is scheduled
for submittal to DOE by July 1, 1997.

The environmental restoration contractor is reviewing
its existing management system to evaluate its elements
against the | SO 14001 standard. The gap analysis and
needs assessment are being combined and will result in
an environmental management system implementation
plan by July 1997. The plan will recommend actions
and responsibilities for bringing the environmental man-
agement system into conformance with the 1SO 14001
standard.

The research-and-devel opment contractor evaluated its
environmental management system against SO 14001
standards in 1996 and a gap analysis was prepared. The
system includes values of the SO 14001 standard as well
as the Chemical Manufacturer’s Association’s Respon-
sible Care® program. Battelle Memoria Institute, which
operates the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory for
the DOE, has partner status in Responsible Care®. Sys-
tem improvements have been identified through the gap
analysis. The Pacific Northwest National Laboratory’s
system, while separate, will coordinate with the environ-
mental management system being developed by the man-
agement and integration contractor.

Environmental Performance
Indicator Program

The environmental performance indicator programisin
development as part of the Integrated Safety Management
System Plan scheduled for completion in late fiscal year
1997. The program will be finalized for integration with
the plan, and will be reviewed and revised accordingly.
The environmental performance indicator program is
based on the development of an “environmental event”
definition that can be used to implement environmental
performance measures to support an effective environ-
mental protection program. The approach isto establish
abaseline of environmental events. This baseline will
provide a means to evaluate the premise that arelation-
ship exists between the number of lesser environmental

events or “ questionable practices’ and the number of sig-
nificant environmental events (i.e., the greater the num-
ber of questionable practices, the greater the probability
of amore significant event). An environmental event is
defined as any event that if allowed to persist or escalate
would result in one or more of the following actions or
circumstances:

* threaten public health and safety

 result in an environmental occurrence report being
generated (DOE Order 232.1)

» be placed on afacility’s open item (uncompleted
action) list

» beplaced on afacility status report (e.g., Plutonium
Finishing Plant Morning Status Report)

» bereported on an internal or external facility inspec-
tion or evaluation report as afinding or an observation

» be placed on the Hanford Action Tracking System

» beapotential threat to an environmental/ecological
resource, regardless of the severity

 trigger any local, state, or federal reporting require-
ment or action level; or, otherwise raise interest or
concern of such agencies.

An example of a questionable practice would be continu-
ous, small, nonreportable spills or releases such as with
petroleum products. Securing a commitment by all
employees to look for questionable practicesis a key
aspect of bringing about an environmental step change at
the Hanford Site. If all employees become sensitiveto a
condition that might develop into a more significant
environmental event and early mitigation action taken,
progression to a more significant event would be pre-
vented. In addition to heightening employee awareness, it
is expected that questionable practices also would routinely
be identified through an evaluation of self-assessment,
regulatory inspection, or formal audit results and by
environmental information collection and trending. More
significant environmental events or consequences could
include regulatory reportable events, notice of correction,
notice of violation, fines, and penalties.

The incentive fee paid to the Pacific Northwest National
Laboratory in 1996 was tied to a number of performance
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indicators set by DOE. Severa of these indicators were
related to environmental performance, including some
innovative “leading” indicators (i.e., indicative of future
performance) such aswaste reduction in several different
waste categories and correction of previously identified
waste management noncompliances. Fees paid to the
management and integration contractor are based on meet-
ing performance agreements. These agreements cover
specific actions required to proceed with the site's cleanup
mission. This fee payment concept began with contract
transition in October 1996.

Environmental Information
Collecting and Trending

To initiate the environmental information collection and
trending aspect of this approach, information for the fol-
lowing environmental events will initially be collected
and trended:

« all spills/releases/permit exceedances
» notices of correction/notices of violation

« environmental occurrences (as defined by DOE
Order 232.1)

» Resource Conservation and Recovery Act permit
facility-wide inspection findings

e 90-day accumulation areatime extensions.

Attention must be given to the cumulative impact of
increasing questionable practices. A small increasein
each of these may not appear significant unless added
together. Therefore, information on these events will be
collected individually but reported collectively on one
control chart. Initially, spills and releases also will be
reported separately for special attention and to limit over-
shadowing of the other events. Explanations for trends
will be addressed individually, as warranted.

Periodically, the environmenta event list subject to infor-

mation collection and trending will be evaluated and

modified if necessary. Before any changes are made to

the list, areview will be requested from project and line
management so that any resource and/or schedule impacts
can be fully assessed and planned for.

Compliance Status

Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation,
and Liability Act

Environmental Restoration Disposal
Facility

The July 1996 opening of the Environmental Restoration
Disposal Facility, 3 months ahead of schedule, was a
major step toward full-scale cleanup under the Compre-
hensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act. The 1.5-million-m? (2.0-million-yd®) earthen
facility is located near the 200-West Area and is con-
structed with double liners and a leachate collection sys-
tem. Thefacility will serve as a central disposal site for
contaminated soil generated during the Hanford cleanup.
Wastes generated during site investigations, decontami-
nation and decommissioning of facilities, and Resource
Conservation and Recovery Act sites undergoing closure
can be disposed of at the facility in accordance with a
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensa
tion, and Liability Act record of decision or action
memorandum.

Waste Site Remediation Projects

Full-scale remediation of waste sites began in the

100 Areasin 1996. Early intheyear, adesign for remedia
tion of wastes in the 100-B,C Area was completed based
on Record of Decision (1995), followed by the comple-
tion of designs for remediation of waste sitesin the
100-D and 100-H Areas and for additional sitesin the
100-B,C Area. Remediation of liquid waste disposal
sitesin the 100-B,C Area occurred throughout the year,
and remediation of similar sitesin the 100-D Area began
in November. In 1996, 87,000 metric tons (96,000 tons)
of contaminated soil had been excavated from sitesin the
100-B,C and 100-D Areas and disposed of at the Envi-
ronmental Restoration Disposal Facility. In addition,
nearly 3,100 m® (4,100 yd®) of contaminated soil exca
vated as part of atest in 1995 to see if waste was treat-
able were disposed of at the facility.

A plan proposing excavation of contaminated soils at
liquid waste disposal sitesin the 300 Areawas issued for
public review. In July, Record of Decision (1996a) was
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signed and design for remediation was initiated. Addi-
tional evaluations are under way to address solid waste
disposal sitesin the 300 Area.

Groundwater Projects

Chromium-contaminated groundwater that underlies
portions of the 100-D, 100-H, and 100-K Areas (the
100-HR-3 and 100-KR-4 Operable Units) is of potential
concern to the Columbia River ecosystem and prompted
an interim remedial measure to address the movement of
chromium to the river. Chromium is toxic to aquatic
organisms, particularly those that use the riverbed sedi-
ment as habitat (e.g., fall chinook salmon) (DOE 1995b,
1995¢). In 1994, agroundwater extraction system was
installed in the 100-D Areato test chromium removal
using ion exchange technology. Aninterim Record of
Decision (1996b) was signed that approved full-scale
implementation of groundwater extraction and chromium
treatment systemsin the three areas. The test system
continued to operate until September 1996 when it was
shut down to allow construction of the full-scale systems
(DOE 1995d). From January through September 1996,
the test system treated 17.6 million L (4.6 million gal) of
contaminated groundwater and recovered 14 kg (31 Ib) of
chromium. Construction of the full-scale systems began
in October 1996 and is expected to be completed in 1997.
Extensive performance monitoring will be conducted to
determine how effectively and efficiently the systems are
working at removing chromium from the aquifer. Informa-
tion gained from experience with this interim remedial
measure will be used to help select afinal remediation
aternative for groundwater underlying the 100 Aress.

As part of the remedial investigations being conducted
under the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act, groundwater samples
have been obtained from a variety of sampling locations
along the Columbia River shoreline. Mogt attention to date
has been focused on chromium-contaminated groundwa-
ter in the 100-D,DR and 100-H Areas. The Columbia
River along these areas provides distinctive riverbed
materials for salmon to use as spawning habitat (Dauble
and Watson 1990). Early life stages of salmon are suscep-
tible to the toxic effects of chromium. Alevin that emerge
from the eggs and remain in riverbed sediment are particu-
larly vulnerable to contamination carried by groundwa-
ter, which discharges into the river through the riverbed.

Environmental restoration decisions regarding the need
for interim remedial measures to protect the river from
chromium contamination were being developed in 1995.

A field project was started in early 1995 to obtain better
insight on chromium contamination that is carried into
the river environment by groundwater flow. Divers
emplaced sampling tubes into the riverbed sediment and
collected samples of sediment pore water, which was ana-
lyzed for hexavalent chromium—the most toxic variety.
Sampling tubes were also emplaced at multiple depths
in the aguifer at adjacent shoreline locations. With these
new observational data, it became possible to describe
chromium contamination along the entire pathway, from
Hanford Site sources, across the shoreline region, and on
to the point of exposure by a sensitive receptor.

Initial field activities were conducted along the 100-H Area
shoreline and consisted primarily of collecting river-
bed sediment pore water (Hope and Peterson 1996a).
A second, more comprehensive phase of the project was
conducted in the 100-D,DR Area during October and
November 1995 (Hope and Peterson 1996b). Hexavalent
chromium at concentrations exceeding the EPA’s 11-pg/L
ambient water quality criteria (EPA 1996) for protection
of aguatic organisms was found at several locationsin
each reactor area. The mgjority of substrate sampling sites
did not reveal chromium contamination at the 46-cm
(18-in.) sediment depth sampled. Chromium concentra-
tionsin shoreline aquifer sampling tubes adjacent to the
elevated substrate sampling sites also exceeded the 11-pg/L
standard and, in some cases, the EPA maximum contami-
nant level for drinking water (100 pg/L) (EPA 1996).

The field work in the 100-D,DR Area confirmed the pre-
vioudly poorly characterized area of contamination along
the shoreline in the western part of the area. It has been
suggested that chromium was moved into this area dur-
ing the reactor operating years, when large mounds were
created on the natural water table by the disposal of reac-
tor coolant (Connelly 1997). A new monitoring well has
been installed (well 199-D4-1) to better define the nature
and extent of this contamination, and four additional wells
are planned to be installed during the summer 1997.

The carbon tetrachloride plume in the 200-West Area
(underlying the 200-ZP-1 Operable Unit) covers approxi-
mately 9 km? (3.5 mi2). 1n 1994, a pilot-scale pump-and-
treat system was initiated to test the removal of carbon
tetrachloride and other organics from the groundwater
using liquid phase activated carbon, with the treated
groundwater reinjected to the aquifer. Based on the suc-
cess of the test, arecord of decision was signed in March
1995 requiring implementation of alarger system. The
pilot-scale system continued to operate as Phase | of the
remedial action until the larger Phase Il system, capable of
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pumping and treating 580 L/min (150 gal/min), started up
in August 1996. Phase |, which operated from April 1995
through July 1996, treated 21.4 million L (5.6 million gal)
of contaminated groundwater and recovered 63.7 kg
(140 Ib) of carbon tetrachloride. From August 1996
through December 1996, the Phase Il system treated
20.2 million L (5.3 million gal) of contaminated
groundwater and recovered 200.2 kg (440 Ib) of
carbon tetrachloride.

Another groundwater plume in the 200-West Area (under-
lying the 200-UP-1 Operable Unit) contains uranium and
technetium-99. In 1994, a pilot-scale pump-and-treat
system was initiated to test the removal of these contami-
nants from groundwater using ion exchange. The treated
groundwater is reinjected to the aquifer. 1n 1995, a pro-
posed plan was issued identifying expansion of the
exigting system asthe preferred aternative for an interim
remedial action. Public comments suggested that the
200 Areas Effluent Treatment Facility be considered as
an alternative to expanding the existing system, resulting
in areevaluation of the alternatives. In early 1997, a
record of decision was signed that requires the ground-
water extracted from the 200-UP-1 Operable Unit wells
to be pumped to the 200 Areas Effluent Treatment Facility
for treatment. The pilot-scale system operated through-
out 1996, treating 88.3 million L (23.3 million gal) of
contaminated groundwater and removing 24.9 kg
(54.8 Ib) of uranium.

Strontium contamination in the groundwater underlying
the 100-N Areais a potential concern to the nearby
ColumbiaRiver. A groundwater extraction and trestment
system was started up in September 1995 and success-
fully operated throughout 1996. During the year, the
system processed 86 million L (23 million gal) of con-
taminated groundwater and removed approximately
0.1 Ci of strontium-90. Meanwhile, two corrective meas-
ures studies evaluating long-term remedies for decon-
taminating groundwater and waste sitesin the 100-N Area
were prepared and submitted to the Washington State
Department of Ecology. Proposed remedies are expected
to undergo public review in 1997.

Vadose Zone Project

A system that extracts carbon tetrachloride vapor from
the vadose zone beneath the 200-West Area began in
February 1992 and continued through 1996. The soil
vapor is passed through granulated activated carbon, which
absorbs the carbon tetrachloride. The carbon is then

Compliance Status

shipped offsite for treatment. In 1996, the system removed
approximately 5,720 kg (12,610 Ib) of carbon tetrachlo-
ride from the vadose zone. Because the rate of removal
dropped off substantially in 1996, a study was initiated
in November 1996 to determine whether the system was
still effective and how it could best be operated.

N Area Project

The N Area Project was established to coordinate cleanup
activitiesin the 100-N Areaand currently includes deac-
tivation and remediation of facilities.

In 1996, 68 facilitiesin the 100-N Areawere deactivated
and made ready for decommissioning and 15 facilities
were excessed/demolished. Ninety-five percent of the
contaminated water and over half the contaminated
sludge were removed from the Emergency Dump Basin.
Also, 1,500 spent fuel canisters as well aslarge quanti-
ties of contaminated equipment were removed from the
N Reactor Fuel Storage Basin. With an emphasison
waste minimization, nearly 155,000 L (41,000 gal) of
uncontaminated waste oils were removed from tanksin
the 100-N Area and burned for energy recovery; 390 m?
(13,700 ft3) of contaminated materials were removed,
decontaminated, and released as nonradioactive materials
for excess, reuse, recycle, or disposal; and 201 metric tons
(222 tons) of steel were recycled following demolition
of their storage tanks. A Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act engineering
evaluation/cost analysis that evaluated alternatives for
disposing of contaminated waste from 100-N Area deac-
tivation was issued for public review in 1996, and an
action memorandum was signed that authorizes the waste
to go to the Environmental Restoration Disposal Facility
for asubstantial cost savings over other alternatives.

Decommissioning Project

In 1995, DOE and EPA signed a national agreement to
decommission contaminated facilities under Comprehen-
sive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability
Act authority. This agreement was implemented at the
Hanford Site in 1996 with the preparation of a Compre-
hensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and
Liability Act engineering evaluation/cost analysis for
decommissioning facilitiesin the 100-B,C Area. After
public review, an action memorandum was signed in
January 1997 authorizing certain facilities to be removed
and the waste disposed under the Comprehensive Envi-
ronmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act.
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The most visible decontamination and decommissioning
project in 1996 was the demolition of two 53-m- (175-ft-)
high water towers at the C Reactor. In addition, decom-
missioning was completed for the 190-D complex, the
183-C facility, the 183-H Solar Evaporation Basins, and
the 104-B tritium vault and laboratory.

Emergency Planning and
Community Right-To-Know
Act and Pollution Prevention
Act, Section 6607

Community Right-To-Know Activities

The Emergency Planning and Community Right-To-Know
Act requires states to establish a process for developing
chemical emergency preparedness programs and to dis-
tribute information on hazardous chemicals present at
facilities within communities. The Act has four major
components. 1) emergency planning (Sections 301-303),
2) emergency rel ease notification (Section 304), 3) inven-
tory reporting (Sections 311-312), and 4) toxic chemical
release inventory reporting.

Section 301 requires the appointment of a state emergency
response commission to coordinate the emergency plan-
ning process. The state was divided into local planning
districts, and local emergency planning committees were
established for each district. Section 302 requires facili-
tiesthat use, produce, or store extremely hazardous sub-
stances in quantities equal to or greater than the listed
threshold planning quantity to notify the state emergency
response commission and local emergency planning com-
mittee. Covered facilities must also identify an emergency
response coordinator to participate in local emergency
planning committee activities, including the development
of the local emergency response plans required under
Section 303.

The Hanford Site has been identified as a covered facility
to the Washington State Emergency Response Commis-
sion and to three local emergency planning committees:
1) Benton County Department of Emergency Manage-
ment, 2) Franklin County Office of Emergency Manage-
ment, and 3) Grant County Department of Emergency
Management. During 1996, information regarding the
storage of hazardous chemicals and associated hazards
was provided to these organizations.

Under Section 304, afacility must immediately notify the
state emergency response commission and local emer-
gency planning committeeif there is arelease of alisted
hazardous substance that is not federally permitted, that
exceeds the reportable quantity established for the sub-
stance, and that results in exposure to persons outside
the facility boundaries. The substances subject to these
requirements consist of extremely hazardous substances
and hazardous substances subject to the notification
requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act. During
1996, the Hanford Site had no releases that fell under
the requirements of the Emergency Planning and Com-
munity Right-To-Know Act, Section 304.

Sections 311 and 312 require facilities that store hazard-
ous chemicals in amounts above minimum threshold lev-
elsto report information regarding these chemicalsto the
state emergency response commission, local emergency
planning committee, and local fire department. Both
sections cover chemicals that are considered physical
or health hazards by the Occupational Safety and
Health Act Hazard Communication Standard (Title 29,
Code of Federal Regulations, Part 1910, Section 1200

[29 CFR 1910.1200]). The minimum threshold level is
4,545 kg (10,000 Ib) for a hazardous chemical, or 227 kg
(500 Ib), or the listed threshold planning quantity, which-
ever islower, if the chemical is an extremely hazardous
substance. Section 311 callsfor the submittal of a Mate-
rial Safety Data Sheet for each hazardous chemical present
above minimum threshold levels or alisting of such
chemicals associated hazard information. Thelisting
must be updated within 3 months of any change to the
list, including new hazard information or the addition of
new chemicals. Section 312 requires the annual submit-
tal of more detailed quantity and storage information
regarding the same list of chemicals. Thisinforma-
tion is submitted in the form of atier two report.

The Hanford Site provides appropriate hazardous chemical
inventory information to the Washington State Emergency
Response Commission, three local emergency planning
committees, and to both the Richland and Hanford Fire
Departments. Updated Material Safety Data Sheet list-
ings wereissued in April and October 1996 and January
1997, covering changes occurring in calendar year 1996.
The 1996 Tier Two Emergency and Hazardous Chemical
Inventory (DOE 1997a) was issued in March 1997.

Under Section 313, facilities must report total annual
releases of certain listed toxic chemicals. The Pollution
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Prevention Act adds additional information requirements
to the submittal, and Executive Order 12856 (EPA 1993)
extends the requirements to all federal facilities, regard-
less of the types of activities conducted there. A toxic
chemical release inventory report consists of release, waste
transfer, and source reduction information for each toxic
chemical that is manufactured, processed, or otherwise
used in amounts over specific activity threshold levels.

The 1995 toxic chemical release inventory report (DOE
1996a) was issued in August 1996. This report consisted
of information regarding releases, offsite transfers, and
source reduction activities involving ethylene glycol, the
sole toxic chemical used in excess of applicable activity
thresholds during 1995. The toxic chemical release report-
ing status for 1996 was confirmed in May 1997. Evalua
tion of toxic chemical use information showed that no
reporting thresholds were exceeded in 1996.

Table 2.2.1 provides an overview of 1996 Emergency
Planning and Community Right-To-Know Act reporting.

Pollution Prevention Program

As part of Section 313 of the Emergency Planning and
Community Right-To-Know Act toxic chemical release
inventory reporting program, a pollution prevention pro-
gram has been established that requires an annual evalua-
tion of the use and release of 17 specific priority chemicals

Compliance Status

(benzene, cadmium and cadmium compounds, carbon
tetrachloride, chloroform, chromium and chromium com-
pounds, cyanides, dichloromethane, lead and lead com-
pounds, mercury and mercury compounds, methyl ethyl
ketone, methyl isobutyl ketone, nickel and nickel com-
pounds, tetrachloroethylene, toluene, trichloroethane,
trichlorethylene, and xylene[s]). This program seeks to
reduce releases of pollutants through avoidance or reduc-
tion in the generation of pollutants at their source.

The 17 priority chemicalstargeted for reduction in this
program are a subset of the chemicaslisted in Section 313
of thisAct. Thethresholdslisted in the Act are used to
determine participation. DOE was committed to reduc-
ing the releases of these 17 priority chemicals by 50%
(compared to the 1988 baseline) by 1995, and this com-
mitment was met for the Hanford Site. Each DOE site
annually evaluates its use and release of these 17 priority
chemicals. Theinformation is provided to DOE Head-
quarters, where it is aggregated for an annual progress
report provided to the EPA. Hanford did not exceed the
reporting threshold for the use of any of the 17 priority
chemicals during 1996.

The Hanford Site pollution prevention program was
designed to meet the requirements of DOE Orders 5400.1
and 5820.2A, The Waste Minimization/Pollution Preven-
tion Cross Cut Plan 1994 (DOE 1994b), EPA program
guidance, and Washington State pollution prevention

Table 2.2.1. Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act Compliance Table, 1996@

Emergency Planning and Community
Right-to-Know Act Sections

302-303: Planning Notification

304: EHS Release Notification
311-312: MSDSY/Chemica Inventory
313: TRI® Reporting

Yes No Not Required
X®
X
X
X

(8 “Yes' indicates that notifications were provided and/or reports were issued under the
applicable provisions. “No” indicates that notifications or reports should have been
provided but were not. “Not Required” indicates that no actions were required under
the applicable provisions, either because triggering thresholds were not exceeded or

no releases occurred.

(b) These natifications apply to the Hanford Site but were completed prior to 1996.

(c) Extremely Hazardous Substance.
(d) Material Safety Data Sheet.
(e) Toxic Chemical Release Inventory.
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planning requirements Washington Administrative Code
(WAC) 173-307. The major elements of the program are
1) establishment of management support; 2) identification
and implementation of pollution prevention opportunities
through an assessment process; 3) setting and measuring
the progress of waste reduction goal's; 4) development of
waste generation baseline and tracking systems; 5) cre-
ation of employee awareness, training, and incentives
programs; 6) championing sitewide pollution prevention
initiatives; and 7) technology transfer, information
exchange, and public outreach. The pollution prevention
opportunity assessment is the cornerstone of the pol-
Iution prevention program and is the primary mechanism
used to identify and prioritize options to prevent pollu-
tion and reduce waste. These assessments are performed
on waste-generating activities by ateam of individuals
selected for their process knowledge.

These assessments are a systematic approach to identify
the materials entering, the pollutants and wastes exiting,
and the activities making up a waste generating process.
Potentia pollution prevention opportunities are identified,
evauated, and prioritized according to environmental,
hedlth, safety, and economic criteria. Once pollution pre-
vention opportunities have been prioritized, schedules are
developed, and the viable opportunities are implemented.

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act

Hanford Facility Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act Permit

The Hanford Facility Resource Conservation and Recov-
ery Act permit (#WA7890008967) was issued by the
Washington State Department of Ecology and EPA in
August 1994 and has been in effect since late September
1994 (e.g., DOE 1997b). The permit provides the foun-
dation for all future Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act permitting at the Hanford Site in accordance with
provisions of the Tri-Party Agreement.

Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act/Dangerous Waste Permit
Applications and Closure Plans

For purposes of the Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act and Washington State’ s dangerous waste regulations

(WAC 173-303), the Hanford Site is considered to be a
single facility encompassing over 60 treatment, storage,
and disposal units. The Tri-Party Agreement recognized
that all of the treatment, storage, and disposal units can-
not be permitted simultaneously and set up a schedule for
submitting unit-specific Part B Resource Conservation
and Recovery Act/dangerous waste permit applications
and closure plans to the Washington State Department of
Ecology and EPA. During 1996, 40 Part A Form 3s,
1 Part A Form 1, and 1 Part B permit application were
certified and submitted to the Washington State Depart-
ment of Ecology. In addition, two addenda to previously
submitted notices of intent for expansion were filed with
the Washington State Department of Ecology, and four
closure actions were completed.

Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act Groundwater
Monitoring Project Management

Table 2.2.2 lists 28 Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act facilities and units (or waste management areas) that
require groundwater monitoring and their monitoring sta-
tus. Sampleswere collected from approximately 240 wells
in 1996. Thisisareduction from 300 sampled wellsin
1995 and reflects primarily the DOE’ s groundwater
project integration effort and discontinued sampling at
closed or inactive Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act facilities. The groundwater samples were analyzed
for avariety of dangerous waste constituents and site-
specific constituents, including selected radionuclides.
The constituent lists meet the minimum Resource Con-
servation and Recovery Act regulatory requirements and
are integrated to supplement other groundwater project
(e.g., Sitewide surveillance) requirements at Hanford. One
new Resource Conservation and Recovery Act well was
ingtalled in 1996 to fulfill groundwater monitoring require-
ments for the 216-A-37-1 Crib in the 200-East Area.

The 183-H Solar Evaporation Basins in the 100-H Area
and the 300 Area Process Trenches areincluded in the
sitewide Resource Conservation and Recovery Act per-
mit (#WA7890008967) and are subject to final-status
regulations. A final-status groundwater monitoring pro-
gram for the 183-H Solar Evaporation Basins was initi-
ated in September 1995. The 300 Area Process Trenches
initiated final-status groundwater monitoring in Decem-
ber 1996. The other siteslisted in Table 2.2.2 are subject
to interim-status regulations at thistime. Table 2.2.2
also lists the year the sites will be incorporated (Part B
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or closure) into the Hanford Facility Resource Con-
servation and Recovery Act permit.

Resource Conservation and Recovery Act groundwater
monitoring has been discontinued at the 2101-M Pond
and at Low-Level Burial Ground Waste Management
Area5 in the 200-West Area. The 2101-M Pond was certi-
fied clean and was closed by the state in October 1995;
groundwater monitoring ceased in June 1995. Monitor-
ing at Low-Level Burial Ground Waste Management
Area5 in the 200-West Area was discontinued because
the site remains inactive and has never operated,; it,
therefore, did not require monitoring. In May 1995, the
Washington State Department of Ecology directed DOE
to begin a groundwater quality assessment monitor-
ing program at the S-SX single-shell tank farmsin the
200-West Areain accordance with WAC 173-303-400
and 40 CFR 265.93(d). Thiswasin response to afind-
ing that specific conductance in downgradient wells
exceeded the critical mean for the waste management area.
A groundwater quality assessment monitoring program
wasinitiated at the S-SX Tank Farmsin August 1996.

The results of groundwater monitoring are discussed in
Section 4.8, “Groundwater Protection and Monitoring
Program.”

Resource Conservation and Recovery
Act Inspections

Regulatory agency inspections at the Hanford Site by
the Washington State Department of Ecology in 1996
increased by 25% over the number of inspections per-
formed in 1995. The increase was mainly due to an
increase in the number of regulatory agency inspectors and
the development of the air operating permit scheduled to
be issued in 1997 by the Washington State Department
of Ecology. DOE and its contractors are working to
resolve outstanding notices of violation and warning
|etters of noncompliance from the Washington State
Department of Ecology that were received during 1996.
Each of these notices lists specific violations. There
were 12 notices of violation and warning lettersin 1996.
Of the 12, 3 have had all corrective actions completed
and have been closed. Two of the 1996 issues were for-
mal violations, with onethat resulted in a $90,000 penalty.
Below isabrief summary of the most significant of these
issues.

» TheWashington State Department of Ecology issued a
voluntary compliance | etter to DOE for noncompliant

conditions at the 222-S L aboratory in the 200-West
Area. Aninspection was conducted in September
1996 in response to an event where the mixing of
incompatible chemicals caused a plastic container to
pressurize and breach, spraying the room with acid
solution. No onewasinjured. The letter outlined
six violations concerning hazardous waste storage
and management. Corrective measures were begun
after the September 1996 ingpection. Another inspec-
tion in February 1997 showed that corrective actions
had not been completed to the Washington State
Department of Ecology’s satisfaction. The Washing-
ton State Department of Ecology announced in May
1997 afine in the amount of $90,000 for failing to
correct all of the violations. DOE and its contractors
are continuing to work with the Washington State
Department of Ecology to ensure that their expecta-
tions for waste management at the 222-S Laboratory
are met.

The Washington State Department of Ecology issued a
voluntary compliance letter, which was followed by
aformal notice of penalty. The issue concerned the
storage of incompatible waste in a product storage
cabinet at the 306-E Devel opment, Fabrication, and
Testing Laboratory in the 300 Area. The fine was
paid and the notices have been informally closed.

The Washington State Department of Ecology issued
avoluntary compliance letter for conditions found
at the 3705-D and 3706-D facilitiesin the 300 Area.
These facilities house photographic developing
equipment. The Washington State Department of
Ecology had waste designation and generator record-
keeping concerns with some of the generated wastes.
DOE and the management and integration contractor
continue to discuss these concerns with the Wash-
ington State Department of Ecology.

The Washington State Department of Ecology issued
avoluntary compliance letter for acceptance of
potentially incompatible waste into the Central Waste
Complex in the 200-West Area. The waste was gener-
ated by the Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory,
Berkeley, California. Theissue stemming from this
investigation isthat Central Waste Complex personnel
failed to verify that the waste generator was properly
designating the waste prior to shipping it to the
Central Waste Complex. All corrective measures
have been met. A letter has been received from the
Washington State Department of Ecology closing
out thisissue.
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» TheWashington State Department of Ecology issued
anotice of penalty in the amount of $5,000 for an
alleged violation revealed through an investigation
into dangerous waste management at the 183-H
Solar Evaporation Basins closure project. Specifi-
cally, the notice states that training requirements, as
specified in the closure plan, were not met.

Clean Air Act

The Washington State Department of Health’s Division
of Radiation Protection enforces state regulatory controls
for radioactive air emissions as alowed under the Clean
Air Act, Section 118. These controls are applicable to
federal facilities such asthe Hanford Site. WAC 246-247
requires applicable controls and annual reporting of all
radioactive air emissions. The Hanford Site operates
under a state license for such emissions. The conditions
specified in the license will be incorporated into the
upcoming Hanford Site air operating permit, scheduled
to beissued in 1997 in accordance with Title V of the
Clean Air Act and 1990 amendments and the state pro-
gram under WAC 173-401. The air operating permit
will include both radioactive emissions now covered by
licenses and nonradioactive emissions.

Revised Clean Air Act requirements for radioactive
air emissions were issued in December 1989 under
40 CFR 61, Subpart H. Thetotal emissions from the
Hanford Site’ s DOE operations are within the state
and EPA offsite emission standard of 10 mrem/yr. The
1989 requirements for flow and emissions measure-
ments, quality assurance, and sampling documentation
have been implemented at nearly all Hanford Site sources.

Reporting and monitoring requirements necessitate
evaluation of all radionuclide emission points on the
Hanford Site to determine those subject to continuous
emission measurement requirementsin 40 CFR 61, Sub-
part H. In February 1994, the hazardous air pollutants
federal facility compliance agreement for the Hanford
Site were approved. This agreement was signed by the
EPA Region 10 and DOE, and provides a compliance
plan and schedule that is being followed to bring the
Hanford Site into compliance with the Clean Air
Act, as amended, and its implementing regulationsin
40 CFR 61. All Federa Facility Compliance Act mile-
stones were met during 1996.

Compliance Status

EPA has delegated authority to Washington State for
regulating certain hazardous pollutants under the National
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants

(40 CFR 61). These standards are designed to protect
the public from hazardous air pollutants (e.g., arsenic,
asbestos, beryllium, mercury, radionuclides, and vinyl
chloride). The Washington State Department of Ecology
enforces state regulatory controls for air contaminants as
allowed under the Washington Clean Air Act, Revised
Code of Washington (RCW) 70.94. These requirements
(e.g., WAC 173-400 and 173-460) specify applicable
controls, reporting, notifications, permitting, and genera
standards for the Hanford Site sources.

Pursuant to 40 CFR 61, Subpart M, EPA has promulgated
regulations specifically addressing ashestos emissions.
These regulations apply at the Hanford Site in building
demolition and/or renovation and waste disposal opera-
tions. The asbestosis handled according to the Hanford
Site Asbestos Abatement Plan (Bechtel Hanford, Inc.
1995). The plan is updated annually and contains an
inventory of al buildings on the Hanford Site that con-
tain asbestos as well as an annual projection of the amount
of ashestos to be handled and disposed.

Title VI of the Clean Air Act of 1990 Amendments
requires regulation of the use and disposal of ozone-
depleting substances through the requirementsin

40 CFR 82. The site management and integration con-
tractor was assigned the lead by DOE directive to coordi-
nate the development of a sitewide plan to implement the
Title VI requirements. Ozone-depleting substance man-
agement on the Hanford Site is administered through the
sitewide implementation plan (DOE 1994c) that was pre-
pared and issued during 1994. Thisimplementation plan
is being updated periodically to reflect changing federal
regulations.

The Benton County Clean Air Authority enforces Regu-
lation 1, which pertains to detrimental effects, fugitive
dust, open burning, odor, opacity, and asbestos handling.
The Benton County Clean Air Authority has been del-
egated the authority to enforce EPA asbestos regulations
under the national emission standards for hazardous air
pollutants (40 CFR 61). In 1996, the site maintained
compliance with the regulations.

During 1996, Hanford Site air emissions remained bel ow
all regulatory limits set for radioactive and other pollut-
ants. Routine reports of air emissions were provided to
each air quality agency in accordance with requirements.
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Clean Air Act Enforcement Inspections

The DOE and its contractors are working to resolve out-
standing compliance findings from the Washington State
Departments of Health and Ecology inspections. Each of
these findings lists specific violations. There were four
Washington State Department of Health noticesin 1996.
There was one Washington State Department of Ecology
notice of violation and it isclosed. A brief summary of
the most significant of these issues follows.

» The Washington State Department of Health issued
anotice of violation and compliance order to DOE
after two inspectors were denied access into portions
of B Plant’s emission units in the 200-East Area.
The compliance order required the DOE to initiate a
new standard of access for regulators. Asaresult, a
standard set of requirements was formally issued.
The Washington State Department of Health deter-
mined the response was satisfactory and later closed
thisissue by formal letter.

» The Washington State Department of Health issued
anotice of correction for records retrievability
stemming from an inspection in the tank farmsin
the 200 Areas. DOE requested technical assistance
from the Washington State Department of Health,
and mestings were held to discuss the time frame for
retrieving required documents. The Washington
State Department of Health determined that a 24-hour
retrieval time for required documents will be the
standard, with some exceptions. Formal notification
of the new standard has not been received, so this
iSsue remains open.

» The Washington State Department of Ecology issued
anotice of violation for the historical operation of
the steam boiler plants in the 200-East, 200-West,
and 300 Areas. The Washington State Department
of Ecology alleges that the DOE isin violation of
state regulations for failure to apply for and obtain
the required state prevention of significant deteriora-
tion permit, operated the 300 Area boiler without a
permit, and violated the requirement to meet emis-
sion limits set for the boiler. DOE and Washington
State Department of Ecology agreed to a consent
order and the notice of violation is closed.

Clean Water Act

The Clean Water Act applies to point source discharges
to waters of the United States. At the Hanford Site, the
regulations are applied through National Pollutant Dis-
charge Elimination System (40 CFR 122) permits gov-
erning effluent discharges to the Columbia River.

A request for minor modification was submitted to EPA
in August 1995 for permit #WA-000374-3 to remove the
100-N Areainactive outfalls from the monitoring and
reporting requirements in the permit. The EPA indicated
in aconference call that DOE could discontinue monitor-
ing of the outfalls without a permit modification, with
the exception of the well that monitors N Springs at the
100-N Area. A formal response has not been received
from the EPA. The remaining active outfalls at Hanford
include two located in the 100-K Area (outfalls 003 and
004) and one in the 300 Area (outfall 013). There were
two instances of noncompliance, one related to pH and
the other to oil and grease, for this permit in 1996
(Table 2.2.3).

Permit #WA-002592-7 covers the 300 Area Treated
Effluent Disposal Facility, which had 10 permit exceed-
encesin 1996. All 10 caseswere the result of effluent
levels exceeding the National Pollutant Discharge Elimi-
nation System permit limits. This disposal facility was
in normal operations and meeting design specifications at
the time of these events. All indications suggest that the
facility is unable to consistently meet the restrictions of
the facility’ s National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System permit despite the use of the best available tech-
nology. Preparationsfor permit renegotiations are under
way in accordance with the 1-year operating history
review period specified when the permit was issued.
A revised permit is expected to beissued in 1997.

The siteis covered by two storm water permits
(WAR-00-000F, WAR-10-000F). In compliance with
these permits, the annual comprehensive site compliance
evaluation was performed and documented, and the pol-
lution prevention plan was updated. No instances of
noncompliance occurred in 1996.

Refer to Table 2.2.3 for asummary of all water permit
exceedances and noncompliances in 1996.
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Table 2.2.3. Water Permit Exceedances or Noncompliances

Permit Type Outfall Parameter Date(s) Exceeded Comments

National Pollutant 004 (100-KE Area)  pH December 1996 None

Discharge Elimination

System

National Pollutant 1301 (N Springs, Qil and October 1996 Postulated that petroleum-

Discharge Elimination ~ 100-N Area) grease contaminated groundwater

System plume migrated to well
vicinity. Plumeisbeing
addressed as a Comprehensive
Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability
Act action

National Pollutant 300 Area Treated Cyanide January 1996 Laboratory analysis did not

Discharge Elimination ~ Effluent Disposal meet al requirements

System Facility

National Pollutant 300 Area Treated Total February 1996, None

Discharge Elimination ~ Effluent Disposal suspended May 1996

System Facility solids

National Pollutant 300 Area Treated Copper March 1996, None

Discharge Elimination ~ Effluent Disposal May 1996,

System Facility November 1996,

December 1996

National Pollutant 300 Area Treated Arsenic July 1996, None

Discharge Elimination ~ Effluent Disposal December 1996

System Facility

National Pollutant 300 Area Treated Bioassay August 1996 Statistically significant

Discharge Elimination ~ Effluent Disposal reduction in fathead minnow

System Facility growth rate

State Waste Discharge 200 Areas Effluent  Sulfate August 1996, Attributed to dissolution of

Permit Treatment Facility November 1996 calcium sulfatein soil
surrounding monitoring wells

State Waste Discharge 200 Areas Effluent  Iron May 1996 Attributed to corrosion

Permit Treatment Facility productsin old piping

State Waste Discharge 400 Area Secondary  Total September 1996, Cooling towers identified as

Permit Cooling Water dissolved November 1996 source. System operations

solids were modified
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Liquid Effluent Consent Order

Washington State Department of Ecology liquid effluent
consent order (DE 91INM-177), which regulates Hanford
Site liquid effluent discharges to the ground, contains
compliance milestones for Hanford Site liquid effluent
streams designated as Phase |, Phase |1, and Miscella-
neous Streams. Waste discharge permit applications are
being submitted to the Washington State Department of
Ecology for all liquid effluent streams required by the
consent order. One liquid waste discharge permit was
issued by the Washington State Department of Ecology
in 1996 for 400 Area secondary cooling water.

Two noncompliances with the Effluent Treatment Facil-
ity permit (ST-4500) occurred when elevated levels of sul-
fate were detected in groundwater monitoring wells near
the state-approved land discharge outfall. The elevated
sulfate levels were attributed to calcium sulfate being
dissolved in the soil surrounding the monitoring wells.

A noncompliance issue at the Effluent Treatment Facility
occurred when elevated levels of iron were detected in
the facility’s effluent. The elevated iron levels were
attributed to corrosion products on old piping becoming
suspended in the effluent.

The miscellaneous streams plan and schedule (DOE
1994d) was approved by the Washington State Depart-
ment of Ecology in February 1995. This plan and sched-
ule address how and when the remaining miscellaneous
streams will become compliant with state regulations.
The plan and schedule proposed that categorical permits
be submitted to ensure the efficient use of both state and
federal resourcesin the permit development. The first
categorical permit application for hydrotest (pressure
test), construction, and maintenance discharges was sub-
mitted to the Washington State Department of Ecology
in November 1995. Permit issuanceis expected in 1997.
A second permit application for cooling water and con-
densate discharges was devel oped and submitted to the
Washington State Department of Ecology in September
1996. A third categorical permit application will be pre-
pared for storm-water discharges. This application

is expected to be transmitted to the Washington State
Department of Ecology in September 1997.

Safe Drinking Water Act

The national primary drinking water regulations of the
Safe Drinking Water Act apply to the drinking water
supplies at the Hanford Site. These regulations are
enforced by the Washington State Department of Health.
The Hanford Site water supplies are monitored for the
contaminants listed in the rules and regulations of the
Washington State Department of Health regarding public
water systems (WAC 246-290). In 1996, all drinking
water systems on the site were in compliance with
requirements and agreements. There are currently

12 surface-water and groundwater systems at Hanford.

Toxic Substances Control Act

The Toxic Substances Control Act requirements applied
to the Hanford Site essentially involve regulation of
polychlorinated biphenyls. Federal regulations for use,
storage, and disposal of polychlorinated biphenyls are
found in 40 CFR 761. The Washington State dangerous
waste regulations for managing polychlorinated biphenyl
wastes are listed in WAC 173-303.

Electrical transformers have been sampled and character-
ized. Fourteen transformers (those having a polychlorin-
ated biphenyl concentration greater than 500 ppm)
remain in service. Schedules have been developed and
are being followed for the replacement and disposal of
these transformers.

Defueled, decommissioned reactor compartments
shipped by the United States Navy to the Hanford Site
for disposal contain small quantities of polychlorinated
biphenyls, which are tightly bound in the composition of
solid materials such as thermal insulation, cable cover-
ings, and rubber. Because polychlorinated biphenyls are
present, the reactor compartments are regulated under
thisAct. A compliance agreement between EPA and DOE
defines the process by which a chemical waste landfill
approval under this Act will be issued for the disposal
trench. The EPA Region 10 will grant a Toxic Sub-
stances Control Act authorization for the disposal site
after the Washington State Department of Ecology has
issued a dangerous waste permit.
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Nonradioactive polychlorinated biphenyl waste is stored
and disposed of in accordance with 40 CFR 761 require-
ments. Radioactive polychlorinated biphenyl waste
remains in storage onsite pending the development of
adequate treatment and disposal technol ogies and capaci-
ties. A DOE-wide federal facilities compliance agree-
ment, allowing the storage of radioactive polychlorinated
biphenyl wastes beyond the regulatory limit set forth in
40 CFR 761, was approved in August 1996. This agree-
ment includes a requirement for submittal of an annual
report to EPA describing the wastes being stored. The
first report was submitted to DOE Headquarters to allow
consolidation and submittal by February 8, 1997, the
date required in the Federal Facility Compliance Act.
Also in 1996, the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory
continued research under a research-and-devel opment
permit from the EPA to study degradation of polychlo-
rinated biphenylsin waste matrices.

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act

The Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
isadministered by EPA. The standards administered by
the Washington State Department of Agriculture to regu-
|ate the implementation of the Act in Washington State
include: Washington Pesticide Control Act (RCW 15.58);
Washington Pesticide Application Act (RCW 17.21);
and rules relating to general pesticide use codified in
WAC 16-228. At the Hanford Site, all pesticides are
applied by commercial pesticide operators who are listed
on one of two commercial pesticide applicator licenses.
In 1996, the Hanford Site was in compliance with these
state and federal standards regulating the storage and use
of pesticides.

Endangered Species Act

Many rare species of native plants and animals are known
to occur on the Hanford Site. Two of these (i.e., bald
eagle and peregrine falcon) are listed by the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service as endangered or threatened. Oth-
ers are listed by the Washington State Department of
Fish and Wildlife as endangered, threatened, or sensitive
species (Appendix F). The site wildlife monitoring pro-
gram is discussed in Section 6.2, “Ecosystem Monitoring
(Plants and Wildlife).”

Compliance Status

Bald eagles, athreatened species, are seasonal visitors
to the Hanford Site. Prior to 1992, only afew nesting
attempts had been observed on the site, and none were
successful. Beginning in 1994 (in compliance with the
Hanford Site’ s bald eagle management plan (Fitzner and
Weiss 1994) and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act),
access roads in the nesting areas are closed each year
from January 15 until the potential nesting birds either
successfully rear their young or abandon the nest sites.
If nesting activities at the historic nest sites are not
observed in January and early February, then access road-
ways are not restricted. In 1996, anew nest was built by
apair of eagles, and all access roads were immediately
closed. Despite these efforts, the eagles eventually left
the area without successfully nesting.

As part of the National Environmental Policy Act review
process, an ecological review is conducted on all projects
both on and off the site to evaluate the potentia of affect-
ing federally and/or state-listed species within the pro-
posed project area (Neitzel 1996). The ecological review
includes quantifying impacts that might result, and iden-
tifying mitigation strategies to minimize or eliminate
such impacts. Reviews have been conducted on an
ongoing basis. There were no additional compliance
issues during 1996.

National Historic Preservation
Act, Archaeological Resources
Protection Act, Native
American Graves Protection
and Repatriation Act, and
American Indian Religious
Freedom Act

Cultural resources on the Hanford Site are subject to the
provisions of these four Acts. Compliance with the
applicable regulations is accomplished through an active
management and monitoring program that includes a
review of al proposed projects to assess potential impacts
on cultural resources, periodic inspections of known
archaeological and historic sites to determine their condi-
tion and eligibility for listing on the National Register of
Historic Places, determination of the effects of land man-
agement policies on the sites and buildings, and manage-
ment of arepository for federally owned archaeological

39



1996 Annual Environmental Report

collections. 1n 1996, 271 reviews were requested and
conducted on the Hanford Site.

The American Indian Religious Freedom Act requires
federal agenciesto help protect and preserve the rights of
Native Americansto practice their traditional religions.
DOE cooperates with Native Americans by providing
site access for organized religious activities.

There were no compliance issues during 1996.

National Environmental
Policy Act

The National Environmental Policy Act requires prepara-
tion of an environmental impact statement to analyze the
impacts associated with major federal actions that have
the potential to significantly affect the quality of the
human environment. Other National Environmental Policy
Act documents include the environmental assessment,
which is prepared to determine if a proposed action has
apotential to significantly impact the environment and,
therefore, would require the preparation of an environ-
mental impact statement. Certain types of actions may
fall into categories that have already been analyzed by
DOE and have been determined not to result in a signifi-
cant environmental impact. These actions, which are
categorical exclusions, are exempt from further National
Environmental Policy Act review. Typically, over

20 categorical exclusions are documented annually

at the Hanford Site, involving awide variety of actions
by multiple contractors.

The Council on Environmental Quality, which reports
directly to the President, was established to oversee the
National Environmental Policy Act process. National
Environmental Policy Act documents are prepared and
approved in accordance with Council on Environmental
Quality National Environmental Policy Act regulations
(40 CFR 1500-1508), DOE Nationa Environmental Policy
Act implementation procedures (10 CFR 1021), and
DOE Order 451.1. In accordance with DOE Order 451.1,
DOE documents prepared for Comprehensive Environ-
mental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act
projects are required to incorporate National Environ-
mental Policy Act values such as analysis of cumulative,
offsite, ecological, and socioeconomic impacts to the
extent practicable in lieu of preparing separate National
Environmental Policy Act documentation.

Recent Environmental Impact
Statements

A final environmental impact statement for Plutonium
Finishing Plant stabilization at the Hanford Site was
issued in May 1996 (DOE 1996b). The proposed action
would clean out inactive Plutonium Finishing Plant com-
plex facilities (except the storage areas), stabilize reactive
residual plutonium-bearing materialsto aform suitable
for long-term storage, and store the stabilized material
until final storage and disposition decisions are made. The
Record of Decision wasissued in July 1996 (61 Federal
Register [FR] 36352).

A final environmental impact statement for management
of spent nuclear fuel from the K Basins at the Hanford
Site was issued in February 1996 (DOE 1996¢). The
proposed action would remove spent nuclear fuel from
the K Basins for storage in a new facility in the 200-East
Area pending availability of arepository for disposal or
future decision for reuse of the material. Sludge, water,
and debris from the K Basins also would be disposed of
at the Hanford Site in existing facilities. The purpose
for this action is to prevent the release of radionuclides
through the soil column to the Columbia River in the
event of the failure of the K Basins. The Record of Deci-
sion wasissued in March 1996 (61 FR 10736).

A final environmental impact statement, prepared by the
United States Navy and adopted by DOE for disposal of
decommissioned, defueled cruiser, Ohio class, and Los
Angeles class naval reactor plants at the Hanford Site
was issued in April 1996 (U.S. Department of the Navy
1996). The proposed action would remove naval reactor
compartments from cruisers and Ohio and Los Angeles
class submarines. The compartments would be trans-
ported to the Hanford Site for shallow land disposal. The
environmental impact statement was adopted by DOE in
April 1996. The Record of Decision wasissued in July
1996 (61 FR 41596).

A final environmental impact statement for the Hanford
Reach of the Columbia River was issued in June 1994
(National Park Service 1994). The proposed action would
designate the Hanford Reach of the Columbia River a
recreational river under the National Wild and Scenic
Rivers System, and designate the Wahluke Slope and
ColumbiaRiver corridor aress of the DOE' s Hanford Site
awildlife refuge under the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-
vice. The Record of Decision wasissued in July 1996
(Babhitt 1996).
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A final environmental impact statement, coprepared by
the Washington State Department of Ecology and DOE,
for the Hanford Site's tank waste remediation system
was issued in August 1996 (DOE and Ecology 1996).
The proposed actions would retrieve radioactive wastes
from double- and single-shell waste tanks at the Hanford
Site and stabilize wastes in forms suitable for disposal.
The Record of Decision was issued in February 1997
(62 FR 8693).

Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statements in Progress

A programmatic environmental impact statement is being
prepared by DOE Headquarters Office of Environmental
Restoration and Waste Management. The environmental
impact statement will evaluate a broad range of alterna-
tives for the configuration of new and expanded waste
management facilities. A draft environmental impact
statement was issued in August 1995.

Site-Specific Environmental Impact
Statements In Progress

A programmatic environmental impact statement is being
prepared for the Hanford Remedial Action Program. The
proposed action would devel op a coordinated strategy for
remediation of hazardous and radioactive waste sites
through a comprehensive land use plan (also being pre-
pared). A draft environmental impact statement was
issued in August 1996. It is expected that the final envi-
ronmental impact statement will be issued during 1997.

Hanford Site Permitting
Summary

The Hanford Site has obtained, or isin the process

of obtaining, numerous environmental permits. The per-
mits and their status are summarized in Annual Hanford
Ste Environmental Permitting Status Report (Thompson
1996). For Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

Compliance Status

permitting, the Hanford Siteis considered a single facil-
ity and has been issued one EPA identification number.
The identification number encompasses over 60 treat-
ment, storage, and/or disposal units. (Three additional
identification numbers were effective in January 1997.
However, these do not apply to treatment, storage, and
disposal facilities) Theinitial permit wasissued for less
than the entire facility because all units cannot be permit-
ted smultaneoudly. The permit, through the permit modifi-
cation process, will eventually incorporate all units.

Implementation of the Clean Air Act is facilitated by
several permits. TitleV of the Act requires an air operat-
ing permit for major stationary sources. The Hanford Site
is applying for an air operating permit expected to be
issued in November 1997. A prevention of significant
deterioration permit covers the airborne discharge of
certain pollutants from Hanford facilities. Significant
increases in allowed emissions require an approved
modification of the permit. Air permitting regulatory
approvals must be obtained prior to constructing or
modifying facilities that emit regulated pollutants. To
date, 29 approvals have been obtained from the Wash-
ington State Department of Ecology, 146 from the Wash-
ington State Department of Health, and 95 from the EPA.
These numbers change as aresult of continuing activities
that require air permitting. The regulatory authority dif-
fersfor each agency.

The sitewide and 300 Area Treated Effluent Disposal
Facility pollutant discharge elimination system permits
govern liquid process effluent discharges to the Columbia
River. The national pollutant discharge storm-water
general permit governs storm-water discharges to the
ColumbiaRiver. Waste discharge permits are required
by WAC 173-216. These permits are summarized earlier
in this section under “Liquid Effluent Consent Order.”

Other Hanford Site permitting addressed in the permit-
ting status report (Thompson 1996) includes research,
development, and demonstration; solid waste handling;
onsite sewage systems; and permitting of underground
petroleum storage tanks.
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